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REMARKS 

The application has been reviewed in light of the Final Office Action mailed 
November 17. 2004. Claims 1-11 were pending at the time of the office action C atms 1-1 
L rejected. Applicants have amended Claims . and 7, and respectMly re<,uest 
reconsideration and favorable action in this case. 

nnnhle Paten ting Reiection , , ^ . 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-11 based on Ute judicially created doctnne of 
obviousness-typedo„b.epatentingoveraaim.l-15ofU.S.Patent6.809,62^^^^^^^^ 
HeideetaLApphcantssubmitaTerminalDisclaimermedincomphancewrth^^ 
1.32(b) to overcome these rejections along with a check in the amount of $130.00. 

^^^^^^^^fff^f^O-ll were rejected under 35 U.S.C. p02(e, as being 
anticipated by V.S. Patent 6,438,466 issued to Klaus VoigUaender et al. ("V^*^-^-^ 
ar, Applicants respecfttlly traverse and submit that Voigtlaender et aWo not te^ch 
■ rismil ng and receiving unit transmitting a signal that is modulated over a broad 
b—." While previously presented Claims 1 and 7 included the prevtous y c. 
: ati„n(which has been previously considered and searched). Applicants .nan atte^^^^^^ 

Lfy the above-ouoted limiution have added the following language whtch clanfies th 
p'lle distinctions between the art and the present invention: "modu,a.d over a bro^ 
andwidth j.Ul«....i-^-^^^ 

^^^^^^.^j^,,,,,,,^^ I. is respectfully submined that Vo.gtlaender et al. f.Uo 

" ilaender ling radar), or a bandwidth "such that an oscillator « ^ - 
Ldlted withi„awide«^e,uency band." Applicants respec.^nyre,uestwrthdrawaloft.^ 

:02(e)rejection. Further, since the bandwidth modulation" Umitatton was p^sentm 
.he previously presented claims (now clarified however), Applicants re,ues. entry of the 

amendment and favorable action. 
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" Claims 1-4 7-8. and 10-11 were rejected by *e Exaxmner under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpaten.ab.:overU.S. paten. 6,23633 issued. Joseph David King 
o^U S Patent 6,353,776 issued to « Rohrl et al. ("Rohr, et al."). Clatn, 5 s »ds 
.eiected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over King in view of Rohrl e. al. and 
III view ofU.S. patent 5,956,259 issued to Ha, C.Hartse,Ur.eta..("HartseUeta,.^ 

and 9 st»d rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Kntg . 
vrofRohrletal., and farther in view ofU.S. Patent 4,723.121 issued to Andre^ 
Bort'rvandenBoonretal.", C.ainr 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as betng 
u^l 1 over Voigtlaender et al. in view of Hartse.l. Ir. et al. Clainrs 6 and 9 were 
X d under 35 U.S.C. ,103(a, as being unpatentable over Voigtlaender et a .n v.^^^^^^ 
den Boom et al Applicants respectfully traverse and submit none of the ctted 
11 ti!rf:^.venifplperwhichApp.ieantsdono.concedc,teachor suggest*^ 

r — ng and receiving unit transmitting a signal that is — ted .er^^^^^^^^ 
. H t,h in the microwave band such that an oscillator frequency is vaned and modulated 
:rrw::et::ly W.- consequently, a.W.«/.,e case of obviousness has no. 
been es.ablished and Applican.s request withdrawal of the objectton. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants have made an earnest attempt to place this case in condition for allowance. 
For the foregoing reasons and for other reasons clearly apparent. Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and full allowance of the Claims 1-1 1, as amended. 

Applicants believe no fee is due at this time, however, if any fees are due, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any necessary fees to Deposit Account No. 
50-2148 of Baker Botts l.l.p. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
Attorneys for Applicants 





Correspondence Address : 



Customer No. 31625 



512.322.2606 
512.322.8306 (Fax) 
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